Building on the affective events theory framework, we argue for voice as affect-relevant action and investigate the affective consequences of voice in meetings within persons. We administered daily surveys over one workweek to examine how suggestion-focused and problem-focused voice in meetings relate to state positive and state negative affect at work. Our analyses are based on the data of 124 employees reporting on 224 meetings. Employees' problem-focused voice in meetings was associated with a decrease in employees' state negative affect at the end of the next workday. Employees' suggestionfocused voice, however, was not associated with an increase in employees' state positive affect at the end of the next workday. Future studies should investigate boundary conditions that might change the affective consequences of employees' voice in meetings.
. However, performance-related outcomes of voice are only one side of the coin. Research on voice lacks insight into affect-related implications for employees who engage in voice: Do employees feel more enthusiastic or active after they have voiced? Or do they feel less distressed or tense? Or is voice irrelevant for their affective states?
Knowing how voice actions relate to employees' subsequent affect at work is important for two major reasons. First, employees' affect is highly relevant at work influencing employees' job perceptions and attitudes (Thoresen, Kaplan, Barsky, Warren, & de Chermont, 2003) , their ability to negotiate, resolve conflicts, and successfully interact with others (Lyubomirsky, King, & Diener, 2005) , as well as their creativity (Baas, De Dreu, & Nijstad, 2008) , task performance, organizational citizenship behaviour, and counterproductive work behaviour (Shockley, Ispas, Rossi, & Levine, 2012) . Second, examining affective outcomes of voice can help to better understand what can motivate or inhibit voice. Whether employees engage in voice depends on a conscious consideration of cost and benefits, as well as on non-conscious affective processes (Morrison, 2014) . Given that employees' affective reactions towards work events impact their subsequent behaviour and attitudes (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) , the purpose of our study is to shed light on how employees' voice may predict their state affect at work.
In the present article, we examine how expressing voice in a meeting relates to changes in employees' state affect at the end of the next workday. Based on affective events theory (AET; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) , we explain how two types of voice, suggestion-focused and problem-focused voice, relate to changes in state positive and state negative affect at work, the two major affect dimensions (Watson & Tellegen, 1985; Watson, Wiese, Vaidya, & Tellegen, 1999 ). Our first and major contribution is to investigate affect-related outcomes of voice in meetings and thereby to develop a fuller picture of the consequences associated with employees' voice.
As our second contribution, this study moves voice research further by taking a withinperson approach and looking at short-term day-specific consequences of employees' voice actions. Recently, voice researchers started to investigate within-person differences in voice (Liu, Song, Li, & Liao, 2017) in addition to examining between-person differences. Given that employees can decide to voice in some circumstances but not in others (Morrison, 2014) and that there is substantial within-person variability in whether employees' initiate change at work (e.g., Ohly & Fritz, 2010; Sonnentag, 2003) , our withinperson approach captures an important aspect of the voice phenomenon. Moreover, this approach allows examining how specific voice events change employees' state positive or state negative affect. Employees' work-related affect varies substantially within persons , and this within-person variability seems to be predictable, at least to some extent, by employees' own behaviour at work (Dalal, Bhave, & Fiset, 2014; Sonnentag, 2015) . By considering discrete voice events and their consequences for employees' own state affect, we address calls to consider daily job behaviours as predictors of employees' affective well-being (Bashshur & Oc, 2015; . Moreover, our diary study allows capturing voice events as they naturally occur while ruling out the influence of person-related confounding factors (Bolger, Davis, & Rafaeli, 2003) . Accordingly, our study design allows for investigating the voice-affect relationships more immediately compared to study designs that look at aggregated information over longer time periods (Bolger et al., 2003) .
Third, we contribute by highlighting that voice actions are embedded in specific situational contexts and by suggesting meetings as contexts which offer employees a voice opportunity. Employees need an opportunity to voice (Morrison, 2014) , and meetings are a substantial part of employees' work (Leach, Rogelberg, Warr, & Burnfield, 2009; Rogelberg, Leach, Warr, & Burnfield, 2006) . They represent temporally bounded episodes within a workday (Beal, Weiss, Barros, & MacDermid, 2005) aimed at facilitating communication, decision-making, creativity, and innovation (Kauffeld & LehmannWillenbrock, 2012) . Compared to dyadic conservations, meetings have the advantage that employees can meet up with several potential voice recipients at once, for example, supervisors and co-workers.
Our fourth contribution is to add knowledge about the differential consequences of specific voice types. Suggestion-focused voice is defined as the communication of ideas and suggestions for work-related improvement, whereas problem-focused voice is defined as the communication of concerns and problems due to inefficient and poor performance (Morrison, 2011) . These two types of voice are similar to Liang, Farh, and Farh's (2012) differentiation of promotive and prohibitive voice, respectively (Morrison, 2014) . Recent research underscores that the outcomes of voice may vary as a function of its content (Chamberlin, Newton, & LePine, 2017; Lin & Johnson, 2015) . Accordingly, we propose differential associations of suggestion-focused and problem-focused voice with employees' state positive and state negative affect.
Voice as affect-relevant action
Employees who communicate a suggestion or a problem in a meeting create a notable and important event for themselves. When employees discuss work-related issues that are relevant for the functioning of the business unit and/or the entire organization (Morrison, 2011) , they address meaningful and potentially sensitive aspects which may lead to their involvement in a serious communication. Moreover, given that employees proactively choose to express voice, they go beyond what is their regular work and put themselves in a less common situation. Thus, expressing voice is not business as usual, but rather a significant event which marks a transition point for change. According to AET, infrequent, meaningful, and change-oriented events at work, so-called affective events, are relevant for employees' state affect (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) . Affective events are created by particular activities such as decision-making, working on challenging tasks, or problem-solving (Basch & Fisher, 2000) . Previous studies showed that employees' daily work behaviours can predict their own state affect (Amabile, Barsade, Mueller, & Staw, 2005; Lanaj, Johnson, & Lee, 2016) . Particularly, employees' actions within meetings have affective relevance and not the participation in meetings per se (Shanock et al., 2013) . Given that voice encompasses affect-relevant activities and represents a notable, important, and change-promoting event, we propose that employees' voice in meetings can explain -at least in part -changes in their state affect at work.
Employees interpret and evaluate their voice actions so that these voice events will have corresponding affective consequences. Building on cognitive appraisal theories (e.g., Frijda, 1993; Lazarus, 1991) , AET stresses that after employees' initial reaction to events, employees' subsequent cognitive interpretation and evaluation will determine the change in their state affect (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) . Importantly, employees may not interpret and evaluate their voice actions right away at work because they may be too preoccupied with their daily work duties and have no time to reflect. Parts or even the whole sense-making process may be delayed to the time after work. The time between workdays is important for sense-making and evaluation processes (Judge, Simon, Hurst, & Kelley, 2014) : Cognitive appraisal, memory consolidation, and integration of information occur during awakening and sleep time between workdays (Yang, Simon, Wang, & Zheng, 2016) . The evaluative judgement of employees' voice in a meeting may thus happen after work, unfold and spill over into the next day, leading to a change in employees' next-day state affect at work. Specifically, we propose that different types of voice, namely suggestion-focused and problem-focused voice, may have different consequences for employees' next-day state affect. Although both types of voice actions are intended to benefit the organization, they are distinct with regard to their foci. Suggestion-focused voice aims at bringing about new chances for organizational progress and development (Morrison, 2011) , and thus, making suggestions is promotion-focused (Chamberlin et al., 2017) . In contrast, problem-focused voice aims at avoiding or changing situations that are disadvantageous or damaging for the organization (Morrison, 2011) , and thus, addressing problems is prevention-focused (Chamberlin et al., 2017) . Given that the features of affective events can determine whether they are experienced as rather positive or negative (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) , the event foci may lead to experiencing suggestion-focused voice as a positively toned and to experiencing problem-focused voice as a negatively toned event. This differentiation between positively toned promotion-focused voice, on the one hand, and negatively toned prevention-focused voice, on the other hand, corresponds to the distinction between positive affect and negative affect. Positive affect and negative affect are thought to be highly distinct affective dimensions and to depend on differential antecedents (Gable, Reis, & Elliot, 2000; Watson et al., 1999) . Consequently, we propose that suggestionfocused voice in a meeting will be related to change in employees' next-day state positive affect, and problem-focused voice will be related to change in employees' next-day state negative affect.
Suggestion-focused voice in a meeting and next-day state positive affect Suggestion-focused voice should represent a positively toned work event because it encompasses actions that are experienced positively. According to taxonomies of affective work events (Basch & Fisher, 2000; Ohly & Schmitt, 2015) , employees experience events as positive when they can exert influence, engage in challenging tasks or problem-solving, resolve issues successfully, or can feel competent in/through social interactions. By definition, suggestion-focused voice involves these kinds of actions: When employees communicate suggestions for change and work-related improvements, they can engage in a challenging task, they can contribute to problem-solving, and they can exert influence and control.
Suggestion-focused voice draws the attention to potential gains for the organization, because it is a promotion-focused event and deals with positive organizational outcomes. How employees evaluate and interpret the benefits or harms that go in hand with an event influences their reaction towards this event (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) . Likewise, Higgins (2001) argues that employees experience distinct types of affect depending on the focus of the momentary event. Promotion-focused events are supposed to be related to experiences of pleasant high activation: When employees deal with potential gains, they should feel cheerful, elated, and enthusiastic. Gains are indeed related to experiences of cheerfulness or other high-intensity positive emotions (Idson, Liberman, & Higgins, 2000) . Consequently, we propose that suggestion-focused voice actions as positively toned promotion-focused work events will be relevant for employees' state positive affect which is defined as 'the extent to which a person feels enthusiastic, active, and alert' (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988 , p. 1063 . In particular, employees who express suggestions or ideas for improvements in their meetings will feel more enthusiastic or active on the next workday.
Hypothesis 1: Suggestion-focused voice in a meeting is associated with an increase in state positive affect at the end of the next workday.
Problem-focused voice in a meeting and next-day state negative affect In contrast to suggestion-focused voice, we argue that problem-focused voice represents a negatively toned work event because it is concerned with negative organizational outcomes. Consequently, when employees communicate their concerns about inefficiencies and poor performance, they create a negatively framed event. The focus on potential disadvantages or damages to the organization -on prevention of organizational harm -induces a prevention focus to this voice event. Higgins (2001) argues that prevention-focused events are related to experiences of painful high activation: When employees deal with potential losses, they should feel agitated, tense, and nervous. In fact, losses are related to experiences of tenseness or other high-intensity negative emotions (Idson et al., 2000) . Given that employees' distinct affective experiences depend on the focus of the momentary event (Higgins, 2001) , and problem-focused voice actions draw the attention to potential losses thereby creating a prevention-focused voice event, we propose that problem-focused voice actions will be relevant for employees' state negative affect. State negative affect is experienced as 'subjective distress' (Watson, 1988 (Watson, , p. 1020 . Employees with a high state negative affect feel miserable and uncomfortably aroused . Even though problem-focused voice is a more negatively toned preventionfocused work event, it also involves actions that are typical for positive work events (Basch & Fisher, 2000; Ohly & Schmitt, 2015) . Notably, problem-focused voice is more than merely criticizing or nagging, and it also aims at bringing about improvement, however, without verbalizing specific ideas (Morrison, 2014) . Thus, when employees enact problem-focused voice, they can engage in a challenging task, can contribute to problem-solving, and can exert influence and control. When they recognize a problem and call others' attention to it, they can avoid or stop organizational disadvantages or damages, thus protecting the organization from potential losses. Therefore, problem-focused voice should represent a relief from a negative situation and should help employees to feel less concerned with the problem and its associated harm to the organization. For instance, studies on job-related communication show that discussing problems reduces negative affect (Beehr, King, & King, 1990) . Similarly, we argue that employees who express concerns about inefficiencies and poor performance in their meetings should feel less distressed or nervous on the next workday.
Hypothesis 2: Problem-focused voice in a meeting is associated with a decrease in state negative affect at the end of the next workday.
Method
Participants and procedure To recruit participants, we designed a flyer describing the study purpose and procedure. Potential participants had to fulfil two requirements to take part in the study: first, attending at least one regular meeting once a week, and second, working a minimum of 20 hrs per week. We used multiple strategies to promote our study. First, graduated students from the university were informed by the university's alumni newsletter. Second, we posted our flyer in social and professional online networks, such as Facebook and Xing. In addition, the first and third author asked psychology undergraduate students to identify potential participants within their friends, family members, or colleagues at work, to distribute our flyer to these potential participants, and to provide us with the contact information of employees who agreed to participate in this study. Our mixed recruitment approach has two main advantages. First, this approach is particularly beneficial when recruiting for research designs that require participants' substantial commitment and effort (Demerouti & Rispens, 2014) , such as daily surveys (Ohly, Sonnentag, Niessen, & Zapf, 2010) . Given the usual dropout in such studies, it is advantageous to approach a large number of potential participants. Second, this approach allows recruiting a more heterogeneous sample and may help to enhance the generalization of study results (Demerouti & Rispens, 2014) . Notably, data and findings obtained with this approach are congruent with data and findings obtained with other approaches (Hochwarter, 2014; Wheeler, Shanine, Leon, & Whitman, 2014) .
Throughout the recruitment phase, we emphasized that obtained data will be used confidentially and exclusively for research purposes. To motivate employees to participate, we offered two incentives: First, feedback on study results, and second, a lottery of two shop vouchers each worth 80 Euro. Interested employees could contact the researchers via email or phone. Employees who agreed to participate were invited to fill out an initial online survey providing information on demographics and, additionally, one online survey each day over one workweek (i.e., 5 days). Each workday in the morning, participants received a link to the daily survey asking them to fill it out at the end of their workday. We send the survey link in the morning because participants differed with regard to their working hours (range = 28-60 hrs per week, M = 44.31 hrs, SD = 6.19). Thereby, participants were flexible to access the daily survey whenever they left work early. To determine whether participants filled in the daily surveys at the end of their workday, we inspected the timestamps (i.e., digital records of date and time) that were saved together with each survey. We did not include daily surveys in our analyses that were completed almost immediately after the link to the survey had been sent out in the morning (i.e., before 11 a.m.). Moreover, we did not consider surveys which were completed at the beginning of the next workday rather than at the end of the target work day. Overall, most daily surveys were completed between 2 p.m. and 5 p.m. (35%), between 5 p.m. and 8 p.m. (34%), or after 8 p.m. (24%). The remaining surveys were completed before 2 p.m. (7%). Participants were invited to fill in the daily survey on each day, irrespective of whether they attended meetings on that particular workday. When participants did not attend any meeting, they only reported on their state affect at the end of their workday and other measures unrelated to meetings.
In total, 232 employees agreed to participate in our study. At the beginning of each survey, participants had to generate a five-digit individual code based on personal information (e.g., the first digit should be the last letter of their mother's family surname). The surveys were matched via this individual code. Of the 232 participants, we could not include 22 participants because their daily surveys could not be matched with their initial survey. One reason was that some participants provided different individual codes with the different surveys. Another reason was that some participants did not fill out the initial survey. We excluded another 20 participants because they filled out more than one survey per day or did not complete the daily survey at the end of the workday. The remaining 188 participants answered 590 of 940 daily surveys, that is a response rate of 63% for the daily diary survey.
To be able to test our hypotheses that voice will be associated with changes in next-day state affect, we had to match daily survey from two consecutive workdays (e.g., Mondays with Tuesdays, etc.). Every prior-day survey on which participants attended a meeting (workday d) was matched with the respective next-day surveys on which they reported on their state affect at the end of the workday (d + 1). Therefore, even participants who attended meetings on each day from Mondays till Thursdays could provide at most four matched observations. When participants attended meetings only on 2 days of the week, we could only include two matched observations from them. The matching procedure resulted in 224 observations from 124 participants (M = 1.81 observations, SD = 0.92) and enabled us to control for affect at the end of the prior workday (d), that is the day of the meeting (see Figure 1 for an overview of the data structure). Overall, 65 participants (52%) provided two or more matched observations (N = 37 with two, N = 21 with three, and N = 7 with four matched observations).
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The final 124 participants (57% male) were employed in a wide range of industries (e.g., manufacturing, wholesale and retail trade, public administration) in Germany. Age ranged from 21 to 64 years (M = 37.54 years, SD = 11.29), and organizational tenure ranged from 1 month to 40 years (M = 9.08 years, SD = 6.18). Most participants had completed a bachelor's, master's, or a Ph.D. degree (78%) and 40% held a supervisory position. On average, participants reported to attended 1-20 meetings per week (M = 5.05 meetings, SD = 3.80) and to spent 18 min to 30 hrs in meetings per week (M = 7.32 hrs, SD = 5.67). To test for systematic attrition, we compared this final sample (N = 124) with those participants for whom we could not match daily surveys for two consecutive days (N = 188). We examined differences with regard to demographics and study variables. Participants excluded from the final sample did not differ from participants in the final sample in their age, job tenure, or work hours per week. Moreover, the gender distribution and the number of managers also did not differ significantly among included and excluded participants. Finally, there were no differences with regard to their ratings of perceived meeting quality, suggestion-focused and problem-focused voice, as well as state positive affect and state negative affect.
Measures
All items were presented in German. If a German version of the measure was not available, we followed the translation-back translation procedure recommended by Brislin (1980) . Consistent with other daily diary studies (e.g., Dalal, Lam, Weiss, Welch, & Hulin, 2009; Glomb, Bhave, Miner, & Wall, 2011) , we used short versions of established measures for the daily surveys. Usually, most measures are designed to capture differences between and not within persons (e.g., differences between days). Therefore, between-person measures include a greater number of items and may contain items reflecting only rarely occurring behaviours. Consequently, for our daily measures, we selected those items that assess behaviours that may occur during shorter time frames (i.e., days). In addition, shortened measures also allow for reducing the burden on participants.
State affect
On each workday, the daily survey started with measures of employees' state positive affect and state negative affect at the end of the work. To keep the daily surveys short, we followed previous research (Sonnentag & Starzyk, 2015) and assessed state positive affect at the end of the work with six items and state negative affect with five items from the German version (Krohne, Egloff, Kohlmann, & Tausch, 1996) of the Positive and Negative Affect Scale . All state affect items were presented in randomized order. Participants indicated the extent to which each item captured how they felt at that moment on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely). Average daily Cronbach's alpha was .88 for state positive affect and was .69 for state negative affect, respectively.
Voice in meetings
When participants indicated that they attended at least one meeting on that particular workday, we asked them to report how they behaved during this meeting. When they attended more than one meeting, they had to refer to the meeting that they evaluated as most important. To assess voice actions during the meeting, we adapted a scale developed by Lebel, Wheeler-Smith, and Morrison (2011) . Suggestion-focused voice and problemfocused voice were measured with three items each. Suggestion-focused voice items were as follows: 'During the meeting, I expressed an idea for a possible work-related improvement', 'During the meeting, I offered a suggestion for improvement', and 'During the meeting, I spoke up with a recommendation that I think would be helpful'. Problemfocused items were as follows: 'During the meeting, I spoke up with a concern about work not being done effectively', 'During the meeting, I communicated concern that I have about sub-standard performance', and 'During the meeting, I raised concern about incompetence'. Employees indicated whether they voiced during the meeting by responding to each item on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Average daily Cronbach's alpha was .86 for suggestion-focused voice and .83 for problemfocused voice. In addition, employees briefly described the topic of their suggestionfocused and/or problem-focused voice during the meeting when they agreed with at least one of the suggestion-focused and/or problem-focused voice items, respectively.
Control variables
Given that employees' voice actions are embedded in meetings, expressing voice might also influence employees' perception of these meetings. Suggestion-focused and problem-focused voice might result in evaluating a meeting as more valuable. In turn, a positive meeting evaluation might be related to employees' state affect. Rogelberg et al. (2006) investigated how low-quality versus high-quality meeting experiences on a given workday related to employees' work-related well-being at the end of the same workday. Indeed, employees who experienced their meetings as more valuable also reported that they felt more comfortable and enthusiastic at the end of their workday. Accordingly, we assessed employees' perceptions of the meeting quality in our study because employees who perceive their daily meetings as valuable and efficient might also feel better on the next workday.
Perceived meeting quality of the most important meeting at day d was measured with four items developed for this study. Each item represents a quality dimension that is also used to measure performance quality in other domains, for example, teamwork (e.g., Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, & Mount, 1998) . Participants had to rate the 'quality of the meeting output', 'the quantity of the meeting output', 'the meeting process', and 'the meeting in total' on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent). On average, daily Cronbach's alpha was .92. Employees' suggestion-focused voice was positively related to their perceptions of the meeting quality (r = .19, p < .05, but problem-focused voice was not (r = À.16, ns, see Table 1 ). Perceived meeting quality was negatively associated with their state negative affect on the same day (r = À.25, p < .05). We chose to control for perceived meeting quality due to its significant correlations with suggestion-focused voice and state negative affect. Accordingly, we tested whether voice predicts next-day state negative affect above and beyond the effect of perceived meeting quality. Running our analyses with and without perceived meeting quality yielded identical results (see Table  S1 in Appendix S1).
Confirmatory factor analyses
To test whether our study variables represent separate constructs, we conducted multilevel confirmatory factor analyses (MCFA) using MPLUS 7 (Muth en & Muth en, 2012-2015) that accounted for our data structure (i.e., days nested within persons). The hypothesized model included five separate factors, namely suggestion-focused voice, problem-focused voice, perceived meeting quality, as well as state positive affect and state negative affect. Results revealed satisfactory fit for this model, v 2 = 261.42, df = 179, scaling correction factor (SCF) = 1.06, comparative fix index (CFI) = .96, Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) = .95, rootmean-square error of approximation (RMSEA) = .05.
2 Significant factor intercorrelations ranged from À.33 (between state positive and state negative affect), over À.32 (between perceived meeting quality and state negative affect), .20 (between perceived meeting quality and suggestion-focused voice), and .22 (between perceived meeting quality and state positive affect) to .37 (between suggestion-focused and problem-focused voice).
The five-factor model had a better fit than alternative plausible models with less factors, fitting the data significantly better than a four-factor model where suggestion-focused voice and problem-focused voice (i.e., the factors with the highest correlation) were combined into one factor, v 2 = 497.42, df = 183, SCF = 1.07, CFI = .84, TLI = .82, RMSEA = .08, Satorra-Bentler Δv 2 = 173.10, Δdf = 4, p < .001, and a three-factor model where perceived meeting quality, suggestion-focused, and problem-focused voice (i.e., all meeting-related factors) were combined into one factor, v 2 = 837.53, Δdf = 186, SCF = 1.10, CFI = .67, TLI = .63, RMSEA = .13, Satorra-Bentler Δv 2 = 307.15, Δdf = 7, p < .001. Our MCFA results indicate that suggestion-focused voice, problem-focused voice, perceived meeting quality, as well as state positive and state negative affect are distinct constructs at the day level.
Data analysis strategy
We conducted multilevel path analysis (MPA) using MPLUS 7 (Muth en & Muth en, 2012 . Unlike classical hierarchical linear modelling (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) , an MPA allows to include all outcome variables in one overall model, thereby controlling the familywise error rate. We centred all daily predictor variables around each person's mean because we were interested in within-person processes (i.e., at the day level) and only centring around the person mean allows adequate estimation and interpretation of a daylevel model (Enders & Tofighi, 2007; Hofmann & Gavin, 1998) .
The goal of our analysis was to investigate the relationship between voice in the meeting on workday (d) and change in next-day state affect at the end of the workday (d + 1). We examined changes in next-day state affect by including previous-day state affect (state positive or state negative affect at the end of work) in our model. We also included perceived meeting quality to show that employees' own voice actions and not their evaluation of the meeting quality predicted their next-day state affect at the end of work. In addition, we included a time index (i.e., the day of measurement) to account for potential time trends in repeated-measures analyses (Singer & Willett, 2003) . In sum, this approach provides a rather rigorous test of our hypotheses.
Results
Descriptions of voice in meetings Participants described 296 suggestion-focused and 179 problem-focused voice topics. These descriptions differed in their degree of detail and specification. Descriptions of suggestion-focused voice were on average eight words long (SD = 6), with 30% of the description being up to four words long, with 29% ranging between five and seven words, with 24% ranging from 8 to 12 words, and with 17% being more than 13 words long. Similarly, descriptions of problem-focused voice were on average nine words long (SD = 7), with 22% of the description being up to two words long, with 26% ranging from four to seven words, with 25% ranging from 8 to 12 words, and with 27% being more than 13 words long. For examples, participants suggested to (1) improve the current data migration approach, (2) use more features of an implemented tool, and (3) change the call diversion to avoid customers' calls in vain. Whereas participants raised concern that (1) trainers are overstrained, (2) information is not passed on, creating a knowledge deficit, and (3) interactions with customers are lacking empathy. Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics and the correlations among the predictor and outcome variables from the daily surveys. All correlations were estimated by specifying a two-level model in MPLUS 7 (Muth en & Muth en, 2012 . We computed intraclass correlations (ICCs) to show that our constructs vary substantially at the day level. ICCs capture the percentage of variance that can be attributed to between-person differences (i.e., the person level) so that the percentage of variance within-person (i.e., the day level) can be computed by subtracting the ICC score from one. Both predictor and outcome variables had a great amount of variability at the day level ranging from 42% to 92% (for all values see Table 1 ). Table 2 shows the results of our day-level path analysis for predicting next-day state positive and state negative affect at the end of work. Concerning the control variables, prior-day state affect at the end of work was a significant predictor of next-day state affect: The relationships between days were significant for state positive affect (b = À.34, SE = .10, p < .01) and state negative affect (b = À.27, SE = .10, p < .05), respectively. When employees experienced high (low) state positive or negative affect at work on 1 day (compared to their mean state positive or negative affect, respectively), their state positive or negative affect was lower (higher) on the next workday than the day before. According to opponent processes in affect regulation (Solomon & Corbit, 1974) and the damped oscillator model of emotional experience (Chow, Ram, Boker, Fujita, & Clore, 2005) , people likely 'overregulate' their affect after experiencing a strong deviation from their baseline affect level (more positive or negative): Their affective experience deviates more in the opposite direction (more negative or positive) at the beginning before reaching their usual affective baseline again. In addition, the day of measurement was a significant predictor of next-day state positive affect (b = .14, SE = .05, p < .01), Notes. SE = Standard error. Estimates are unstandardized coefficients, resulting from one overall analysis simultaneously including both outcomes. All predictor variables are person-mean centred. *p< .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
Descriptive statistics

Test of hypotheses
suggesting that employees' state positive affect at the end of work improved over the course of the workweek. Concerning hypotheses tests, we proposed that when employees voice suggestions in a meeting at day d, they will experience an increase in next-day state positive affect at the end of work on day d + 1 (Hypothesis 1). Our model did not support Hypothesis 1 (b = .01, SE = .04, ns). Next, we examined Hypothesis 2 that problem-focused voice in a meeting at day d will significantly predict a decrease in state negative affect at day d + 1. Consistent with this hypothesis, when employees voiced problems in a meeting at day d, they reported decreased state negative affect at the end of the next workday d + 1 (b = À.08, SE = .03, p < .01). Thus, only problem-focused voice in a meeting was a significant predictor of changes in employees' next-day state affect at the end of work but not suggestion-focused voice. 3 We computed pseudo-R 2 values to estimate the percentage of variance in state negative affect that can be modelled by our predictors. Pseudo-R 2 values can be computed in multilevel context to estimate the modelled variance at level 1 (i.e., within-person level) and are based on the relative comparison of error variances between two models (Kreft & De Leeuw, 1998; Snijders & Bosker, 2011) . We compared our final model with all of our predictors (i.e., the time index, perceived meeting quality, state negative affect on the previous workday, and problem-focused voice in the meeting) to the null model (i.e., a model with a random intercept and no predictors). Our model explained 26% variance in next-day state negative affect at the within-person level. To estimate the percentage of variance in state negative affect modelled by problem-focused voice only, we compared our final model with all predictors with a model that included all other variables besides problem-focused voice. Within persons, problem-focused voice explained 4% of the variance in next-day state negative affect when it was added as predictor in the final model.
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Discussion
Although affect is essential for understanding employee behaviour in the workplace (for reviews, see Brief & Weiss, 2002; Judge & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2008) , previous voice research neglected affect-related outcomes of speaking up at work. We investigated the affective consequences of voice in meetings conducting a daily diary study over one workweek. Thereby, we acknowledged that voice varies within employees (Dalal et al., 2014) and requires situations offering a voice opportunity (Morrison, 2014) . Drawing on AET (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) , and we argued and showed that employees' voice actions are relevant for their state affect at work. When employees voiced problems in a meeting, they experienced less state negative affect at the end of the next workday. These affective consequences were unique to problem-focused voice: Employees' suggestionfocused voice was not related to their next-day state affect.
3 We ran a model where we added two additional paths, one path from suggestion-focused voice to next-day state negative affect and one path from problem-focused voice to next-day state positive affect. These two additional paths were not significant. The other results remained unchanged (see Table S2 in Appendix S1). This additional analysis also takes into account that suggestionfocused voice and problem-focused voice in meetings were moderately correlated with r = .38, p < .001. When including all paths simultaneously into the model, the shared variance between problem-focused and suggestion-focused voice was considered in the analysis. Thus, this analysis captures the unique 'effects' of these two types of voice on employees' affective states. 4 We ran additional analyses to examine employees' voice as a moderator of the relationship between meeting time demands and employees' state positive and negative affect (see Appendix S1).
There might be several potential reasons why suggestion-focused voice was not associated with an increase in next-day state positive affect. First, how employees evaluate the consequences of a voice event may depend on how this event will influence their personal resources (Hobfoll, 1989 (Hobfoll, , 2002 . On the one hand, expressing voice may help employees to protect their resources (e.g., time, emotional energy, attention) or to accumulate additional resources (Ng & Feldman, 2012) . On the other hand, voice may demand or consume additional resources (Ng & Feldman, 2012 ). Addressing problems may have different implications for employees' resources than communicating a suggestion. When employees address problems in a meeting, they may protect their resources. They have passed the buck to others, do not have to worry about these problems anymore, and consequently, feel relieved and less miserable. In contrast, when employees voice suggestions in a meeting, they may need to invest time, emotional energy, and attention, to make sure that their suggestions will be successfully implemented, and, in turn, may not necessarily feel more positively activated. Thus, while problem-focused voice may have more immediate benefits for employees' state affect, suggestion-focused voice may not, because it poses additional demands on the employee. Given that benefits and costs of proactive actions at work may depend on the type of proactivity that employees engage in (Fay & H€ uttges, 2017) , future studies could take a more detailed look at the mediating processes explaining why suggestion-focused and problem-focused voice have such distinct affective consequences.
Second, the different nature of positive versus negative affective states may potentially explain the missing link between suggestion-focused voice and state positive affect. State positive affect seems less responsive to events than state negative affect (Beal & Ghandour, 2011) , and thus, a voice event may impact employees' state negative affect more likely than their state positive affect. Positive affective states also pass by more quickly than negative affective states (Beal & Ghandour, 2011; Sonnentag & Binnewies, 2013) . Suggestion-focused voice might have improved employees' state positive affect at home after employees evaluated it, but this improved affect might not have lasted until the next workday. We can only speculate about these changes because we have focused on employees' state affect at the end of their workday before arriving at home. Moreover, suggestion-focused voice may be less influential than problem-focused voice, because it may actually be of minor importance. Positive events seem to be less important than negative events (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & Vohs, 2001) . Problem-focused voice refers to a negative event, a serious issue which may have increased employees' negative affective states. Thus, problem-focused voice may have the potential to repair employees' state negative affect because it helps employees to deal with this issue. However, expressing an idea in a meeting may be a nice-to-have but less significant incident. In any case, we recommend that future studies consider additional time points (e.g., in the evening at home, at the next morning before work) and assess the importance of the voice event to further improve our understanding of the voice-affect links.
Theoretical implications and directions for future research Theoretically, our study contributes to the voice literature in four important ways. First, we shed additional light on the consequences of voice for employees: When employees voice at work, these actions have consequences for their state negative affect at work. Finding employees' problem-focused voice to be associated with a decrease in their state negative affect is particularly important because low levels of negative affect are a substantial component of employees' subjective well-being (Fisher, 2010; Sonnentag, 2015) . Employees' subjective well-being, however, is not only a relevant outcome in itself but can result in less counterproductive work behaviour (e.g., Scott & Barnes, 2011) and in enhanced non-work life experiences (e.g., Ilies et al., 2007) . Future studies can look at the influence of employees' voice actions on other well-being aspects, such as employees' experience of mastery and personal growth (Ryff & Keyes, 1995) . For example, enacting voice may allow them to feel a sense of control and of realizing their potential.
Second, we add to the growing empirical research that differentiates voice by its content (e.g., Kakkar, Tangirala, Srivastava, & Kamdar, 2016; Maynes & Podsakoff, 2014) and show that the implications for employees' state affect differ depending on whether employees voice a suggestion or a problem. Specifically, we refine the picture provided by Lin and Johnson (2015) , who showed that communicating suggestions was negatively, but communicating concerns was positively related to employees' subsequent mental fatigue. Although communicating problems may deplete employees, it may also promote relief, such that employees feel less negatively aroused. In particular, this finding is interesting when considering that positive experiences can help to restore mental energy (Tice, Baumeister, Shmueli, & Muraven, 2007) . Future studies may consider affective and volitional consequences of voice simultaneously and investigate how their interplay relates to subsequent voice and other work behaviours.
Third, we advance voice theory by drawing on AET and by adopting a within-person approach. Up to now, researchers mainly focused on employees' general tendency to voice at work (for a review, see Morrison, 2014) and, recently, started to investigate intraindividual differences in voice (Liu et al., 2017) . Our study complements this recent attempt to investigate day-specific predictors of within-person fluctuations in employees' voice by showing that these within-person fluctuations are meaningful because they can predict changes in employees' state negative affect at work. Given that between-person and within-person approaches address different research questions and diary studies seem to be well suited to investigate the consequences of employees' voice actions, we hope that our study can encourage more experience-sampling studies on within-person variability in voice and its consequences.
Fourth, our study revealed meetings as a valuable approach to assess voice in specific contexts and, more generally, as informative units of analysis for taking an episodic approach to understanding behaviours at work (Fay & Sonnentag, 2010) . Our study shows that employees utilize meetings to voice suggestions and problems, but also that employees' voice varies across meeting situations. However, we do not know yet why employees may choose to voice within a particular meeting but not another. There might be conscious and deliberate cost-benefit considerations involved, but also non-conscious processes (Morrison, 2014) ranging from evaluations whether the implications of their voice are favourable for their co-workers to the positive or negative atmosphere in the meeting. Thus, future studies may investigate those conditions that determine whether employees engage in voice within meetings or not.
Limitations
Our study has some limitations that should be acknowledged. First, methodologically there might some concerns about common method bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012) and the causal certainty in our lagged relationships (Beal, 2015) . However, several aspects of our study design may help to alleviate these concerns: We assessed predictors and outcomes on different days, we asked employees to describe the voice topics with a few words to facilitate recall and improve the validity of their quantitative responses, and we centred our variables around the person mean which allows eliminating response and dispositional tendencies as alternative explanations (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) . Given that we did not manipulate our constructs of interests (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002) , alternative causal pathways between voice and state affect are also possible. We can alleviate some concerns of reverse causality, and can cautiously formulate that the direction of the relationship appears to be from voice to state affect, and not vice versa because we controlled for employees' previous-day state affect when predicting employees' next-day state affect and thereby assessed change in these outcomes. Nevertheless, we invite future studies to include reports from others or observer ratings to assess employees' voice behaviour and to reexamine these relations by implementing experimental design elements in their daily diary study which will help to draw more definite causal inferences (Beal, 2015) .
A second limitation is that we did not investigate how the other meeting attendees reacted to employees' voice. Affective consequences of voice, however, may well depend on how others receive it (Bashshur & Oc, 2015) , in particular, whether others react favourably or not. Negative feedback or lack of recognition is experienced as negative event (Basch & Fisher, 2000) . Others signal employees that they failed to promote positive outcomes or prevent negative outcomes. Notably, the experience of failure has other affective implications when it is related to promotion-focused versus prevention-focused situations (Higgins, 2001) . When employees get negative feedback when expressing a suggestion, thus in a promotion-focused situation, they should experience low-activated negative emotions (e.g., disappointment) and accordingly lack high-activated positive emotions (e.g., happiness; Idson et al., 2000) . In contrast, when employees get negative feedback when communicating a problem, thus in a prevention-focused situation, they should experience high-activated negative emotions (e.g., tension) and accordingly lack low-activated positive emotions (e.g., serenity; Idson et al., 2000) . Consequently, future studies should assess others' reactions to the voice event as potential moderators and consider both high-activated and low-activated positive and negative affective experiences to disentangle the differential consequences of suggestion-focused and problemfocused voice for employees' state affect.
Third, our analyses may be potentially based on two different types of scenarios. 5 On the one hand, those days when participants attended more than one meeting and reported on their voice behaviour within the most important meeting on that particular day (120 matched observations). On the other hand, those days when participants attended only one meeting on that particular day and reported on their voice behaviour irrespective of how important the meeting was (104 matched observations). We coded the daily survey with respect to whether participants attended one versus multiple meetings on a respective day. This dichotomous variable, namely multiple meetings, was not significantly related to voice and state affect at the same day, or to next-day state affect. Multiple meetings did not moderate the hypothesized relationship between voice and next-day state affect (see Table S3 in Appendix S1). Importantly, problem-focused affect decreased next-day negative affect regardless of whether participants attended one or multiple meetings on that particular day. Nevertheless, the affective consequences of voice might be stronger when employees report on voice within an important meeting compared to voice within a rather unimportant meeting, and consequently, we encourage to explicitly ask employees about the perceived importance of a meeting.
Practical implications
Our study shows that employees' actions in meetings are not only important for organizational, team or individual performance (Kauffeld & Lehmann-Willenbrock, 2012; Sonnentag & Volmer, 2010) , but also for employees' state negative affect at work. When employees voice problems in a meeting, they feel less miserable and uncomfortably aroused on their next workday. First, this finding can help to better acknowledge problem-focused voice as valuable and important action at work. So far, problem-focused voice is not much appreciated: When the voice message lacks a suggestion for improvement or is negatively framed, both the voice action itself and the voice agent are evaluated negatively (Whiting, Maynes, Podsakoff, & Podsakoff, 2012) . Given that problem-focused voice has positive affective consequences for employees, organizations may feel encouraged to promote problem-focused voice among their employees. Organizations might also benefit from training supervisors in strategies to better cope with their followers' problem-focused voice. Second, our study results can help employees to reconsider their negative evaluation of meetings in general. Even though many employees may hold the view that meetings are a waste of time (Schell, 2010) , our study highlights that employees can actually use meetings to their benefits. When they address problems in a meeting, they can reduce their high-activated negative arousal at work. As such, our study can promote a more positive evaluation of problem-focused voice in particular and of organizational meetings in general.
Conclusion
According to the saying 'a problem shared is a problem halved', our study showed that problem-focused voice in meetings has beneficial consequences for employees' state negative affect on the next workday. Our study draws a more nuanced picture of voice outcomes revealing that suggestion-focused voice has not always more favourable consequences than problem-focused voice. Additionally, our study extends previous research by assessing voice in situations in which it actually happens (i.e., meetings) and by demonstrating the value of a within-person approach when investigating the consequences of voice.
